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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 
In response to the amendment filed 10/22/2004, claims 1, 5, and 8 are amended, and 
claims 19-28 added. Claims 1-8 and 19-28 are pending. 

Election/Restrictions 

Newly submitted claim 28 is directed to an invention that is independent or distinct from 
the invention originally claimed for the following reasons: 

The parent application was restricted between two species: the laser/header having a 
reflector on the front (now this appUcation), and the laser/header having a reflectance reducing 
material on the front (remains in the parent). It appears that applicant is attenpting to reenter the 
subject matter that has akeady been restricted out, a laser/header having reflectance reducing 
material thereon. Since the restriction in the parent appUcation is believed to be proper, indeed 
appHcant elected without traverse, it appears proper to prevent apphcant from claiming that 
separate invention in this application. 

Since applicant has received an action on the merits for the originally presented 
invention, this invention has been constructively elected by original presentation for prosecution 
on the merits. Furthermore, this invention has been actually elected as noted above. Accordingly, 
claim 28 is withdrawn from consideration as being directed to a non-elected invention. See 37 
CFR 1.142(b) and MPEP § 821.03. 

Furthermore, it should be noted that if claim 28 were treated on the merits, the claim 
would be rejected under 35 USC 1 12 first paragraph as introducing new matter. The conductive 
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die bond paste, whose entire purpose was to reduce reflection, is all that is disclosed as being 
made of reflectance reducing material. It is nowhere disclosed or fairly suggested that the 
reflector may be made of such a material, and one skilled in the art would have no reason to 
make a reflector of a reflectance reducing material. However, no such rejection is relied upon 
herein as the claim is withdrawn from consideration. 

Claim Objections 

Claim 1 is objected to because of the following informalities: in the second to last line of 
the claim there are the words "that that"; the first "that" should read "than". 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. PatentabiUty shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-8 and 19-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Shikama et al. (US 4,987,566) in view of Nakanishi et al. (US 5,729,519), 

Regarding claim 1, Shikama discloses a semiconductor laser device employed in an 
optical pickup of a 3-beam method that divides one laser beam into three beams by an optical 
system, said three beams being the 0*^ order and plus and minus first order beams and directs the 
three beams towards an optical recording medium and detects tracking error information during 
said detection by the beams reflected from the recording medium (see Background of the 
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Invention). Shikama further discloses in Fig. 2 a header portion 4 including a mount surface and 
a leading edge plane that crosses the plane of the mount surface, a laser chip 1 for generating the 
one beam mounted on the mounting surface of the header 4, and a reflector attached to a side 
beam incident region 300 of said header portion 4 and configured and arranged to reflect said 
side beam outside of the optical system, said side beam being the reflection of one of said first 
order beams fed back through said optical system returning towards said header portion. It is not 
disclosed that the reflector is constituted of a material having different properties than the header. 
Nakanishi teaches that incident beams of a similar system may be reflected using reflector 
different from the header, therefore a reflector having different properties than the header. See 
Fig. 9, element 103. The use of a separate reflector on the header is equivalent to using the 
header itself as the reflector (which is also shown in Nakanishi, Fig. 1 1), therefore it would have 
been obvious to one skilled in the art to use the separate reflector as taught in Nakanishi in place 
of the reflecting header of Shikama. 

Regarding claim 2, the laser diode chip may be 50-90 microns thick, thus the claimed 
distance between the emitting point and the reflecting plane will be as claimed. 

Regarding claim 3, Shikama discloses the Umitations of the claims as shown above, but 
does not disclose the exact angle range as claimed. Shikama discloses angle theta, but does not 
precisely disclose the range of theta. However, the only limit on theta from Shikama is that it is 
larger than the angle u, also disclosed in Shikama. Thus, the range of theta as disclosed in 
Shikama must overlap with the range of "greater than 10 degrees" as claimed. In the case where 
the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges disclosed by the prior art" a prima facie case of 
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obviousness exists. In re Wertheim, 541 F.2d 257, 191 USPQ 90 (CCPA 1976); In re Woodruff, 
919 F.2d 1575, 16 USPQ2d 1934 (Fed Cir. 1990). 

Regarding claim 4, Shikama discloses the reflector may have a saw tooth configuration. 
See Fig. 5. Note that Nakanishi also teaches the reflector may be a saw tooth configuration, see 
Fig. 10. 

Regarding claims 5-7 and 27, the material of the reflector is not disclosed. These 
materials are known in the art as usable as reflectors. It would have been obvious to one skilled 
in the art to use these particular materials for the reflector, since it has been held to be within the 
general skill of a worker in the art to select a known material on the basis of its suitability for the 
intended use as a matter of obvious design choice. In re Leshin, 125 USPQ 416. 

Regarding claims 8 and 22, the limitations are taught as in claim 1 . The method steps will 
be met, as the reflector of Nakanishi will be "attached" to the side beam incident region, and the 
base material of the reflector will necessarily be shaped into a predetermined configuration, i.e. 
the shape of the reflector. The materials of the reflector are address in the rejection of claims 5-7 
above. 

Regarding claim 26, the reflector is smaller than the leading edge plane, yet still 
sufficient to reflect the incident beams. 

Regarding claims 19-21 and 23-25, see the rejections of claims 2-4 above. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to the claims have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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The arguments generally appear to be drawn only to the header portion itself of Shikama 
being reflecting, rather than as claimed a reflector being positioned on the header portion. This is 
remedied in the above rejections. 

Applicant makes further arguments regarding claim 2, arguing that the claim is drawn to 
the boundaries of the reflecting plane with respect to the Ught emitting point. But, the claim 
recites the "distance between a reflecting plane of said reflector and a Ught emitting point." This 
recitation does not limit the boundaries of the reflector, at most it limits the distance to any point 
of the reflector, if the boundaries are what is intended to be claimed then that should be made 
clear. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to appUcant's 
disclosure. The art teaches that thermosetting resins may be used as reflector materials. 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, TfflS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time poUcy as set forth in 37 CFR 1. 136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS fi-om the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 . 136(a) will be calculated fi-om the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
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however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to James A. Menefee whose telephone number is (571) 272-1944. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, MinSun Harvey can be reached on (571) 272-1835. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or PubUc PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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